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Abstract 

While a growing body of scholarship has focused on the per¬ 
sonal, professional, and organizational factors that influence 
faculty members’ involvement in publicly engaged scholarship, 
the nature and scope of faculty publicly engaged scholarship 
itself has remained largely unexplored. What types of activities 
are faculty members involved in as publicly engaged scholar¬ 
ship? How does their involvement vary by demographic, type 
of faculty appointment, or college grouping? To explore these 
questions, researchers conducted a quantitative content analysis 
of 173 promotion and tenure documents from a research-inten¬ 
sive, land-grant, Carnegie Classified Community Engagement 
university and found statistically significant differences for 
the variables age, number of years at the institution, faculty 
rank, Extension appointment, joint appointment, and college 
grouping. Recommendations for future research are discussed 
as well as implications for institutional leadership, faculty 
development programming, and the structuring of academic 
appointments. 


Introduction 

J ince the Carnegie Foundation published Boyer’s Scholarship 
Reconsidered: Priorities of the Professoriate in 1990, the ques¬ 
tion of what should be considered the scholarly activity of 
college and university faculty members has met with few easily 
agreed-upon answers in the academy (Glassick, Huber, & Maerojf, 
1997). Boyer (1990, 1996) argued that scholarship should be con¬ 
ceptualized more broadly to include the scholarship of dis¬ 
covery, teaching, application (or engagement), and integration. 
Throughout the 1990s, the American Association for Higher 
Education (AAHE) convened its annual Forum on Faculty Roles 
and Rewards to examine the expanding definitions of faculty 
work, and to consider how the academy might accommodate 
broadened definitions of scholarship in the faculty roles and 
rewards system. Published by AAHE, The Disciplines Speak and 
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The Disciplines Speak II (Diamond & Adam, 1995, 2000) documented 
similar conversations taking place in disciplinary organizations and 
professional societies. The authors concluded that efforts to 
broaden the meaning of scholarship would not succeed without 
clear, rigorous standards for evaluating and rewarding the different 
definitions of scholarly work (Diamond & Adam, 1995, 2000; Glassick 
etal, 1997). 

Concomitant with Boyer’s and the AAHE’s work, the scholarly 
contributions that faculty members make to the greater good of 
society were being called into question, particularly at research¬ 
intensive, land-grant institutions, which, by mandate, are obli¬ 
gated to serve the public good (Checkoway, 2001; Kellogg Commission, 
1999). Discussions focused on defining the characteristics of faculty 
engagement and clarifying the differences among service, outreach, 
and engagement (Sandmann, 2008). The relationship of the schol¬ 
arship of engagement to research and creative activities, instruc¬ 
tion, and service, was a major point of contention, as some argued 
for integration (Colbeck, 2002) and others for connectedness (Fear, 
Rosaen, Foster-Fishman, &Bawden, 2001 ). Today, as Giles (2008) notes, 
the central questions from two decades ago remain unanswered. 
Is engagement “a noun or a verb or should [it] be used in its adjec¬ 
tival form, engaged? Where does scholarship fit in? Is it the key 
activity, and public or engaged can modify this noun interchange¬ 
ably? Or is engagement the overall phenomenon?” (p. 102). 

At the same time as institutional leaders were working through 
the definitional dilemmas related to publicly engaged scholarship 
and clarifying distinctions associated with how faculty members 

relate to their community part¬ 
ners, another group of institu¬ 
tional leaders was addressing 
the need for institutional bench¬ 
marking based on detailed 
accounts from faculty about their 
publicly engaged scholarship 
(Church, Zimmerman, Bargerstock, & 
Kenney, 2002/2003; Lunsford, Church, 
& Zimmerman, 2006). These insti¬ 
tutional leaders developed initial 
lists of the scholarly activities that 
faculty members and community 
partners collaborate on and, through national associations, ulti¬ 
mately developed institutional tools for measuring outreach and 
engagement (Michigan State University, 2009). 


“An important 
question.. .remains: 
What types of scholarly 
activities are faculty 
members involved in 
as publicly engaged 
scholarship?” 
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An important question, however, remains: What types of schol¬ 
arly activities are faculty members involved in as publicly engaged 
scholarship? To answer this question, this study examined faculty 
engagement by differentiating types of activities faculty members 
report as publicly engaged scholarship, and by analyzing the rela¬ 
tionships between personal characteristics (e.g., age, gender, eth¬ 
nicity) and professional characteristics (e.g., rank, appointment, 
and college grouping). 

Three questions framed this study: 

1. What types of scholarly activities are faculty members 
involved in as publicly engaged scholarship? 

2. How do the types of publicly engaged scholarship vary 
by demographic and appointment variables? 

3. How do the types of publicly engaged scholarship vary 
by college grouping? 

Because this was an exploratory study, the researchers selected 
a single site for the study based on purposive criteria that corre¬ 
sponded to the research questions (Creswell, 2009). Michigan State 
University (MSU) was selected because it is a major research uni¬ 
versity with high expectations for faculty achievement in research 
and creative activities, instruction, and service. As a land-grant 
university and Carnegie Classified Community Engagement insti¬ 
tution, MSU has both a historical mandate to serve the public good 
and a contemporary affirmation of excellence in curricular engage¬ 
ment and outreach and partnerships. In addition, researchers had 
access to MSU’s institutional documents for the study. Researchers 
framed this study using the definition of publicly engaged scholar¬ 
ship that guided faculty work at Michigan State University during 
the study period, which states that outreach scholarship is “a schol¬ 
arly endeavor that cuts across instruction, research and creative 
activities, and service, fulfills unit and university missions, and 
focuses on collaboration with and benefits to communities external 
to the university” (Provost’s Committee on University Outreach, 1993, p. 
1 ). 


Factors That Influence Faculty Involvement in 
Publicly Engaged Scholarship 

In their faculty engagement model, Wade and Demb (2009) 
proposed a systemic conceptualization of the factors that influence 
faculty involvement in publicly engaged scholarship. They exam¬ 
ined the personal, professional, institutional, and publicly engaged 
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scholarship dimensions of faculty life and noted that little is known 
about the activities that comprise publicly engaged scholarship. 
Studies to better understand faculty publicly engaged scholarship 
have examined the institutional, professional, and personal influ¬ 
ences on faculty publicly engaged scholarship, as well as the types 
of faculty engagement. For example, from the institutional perspec¬ 
tive, scholars have studied institutional mission, leadership, poli¬ 
cies, funding, engagement structures, and institutional types and 
cultures. This line of research has focused on understanding the 
nature of institutional support and commitment to faculty publicly 
engaged scholarship (Holland, 1997), the characteristics that define 
an engaged campus (Kellogg Commission, 1999), the level of faculty 
engagement across institutional types (Antonio, Astin, & Cress, 2000), 
and the organizational norms that shape faculty publicly engaged 
scholarship (Colbeck & Wharton-Michael, 2006). 

From the professional perspective, researchers have sought 
to understand the influence of academic discipline, tenure status, 
faculty rank, socialization, length of time in academe, departmental 
support, appointment type, and assignment (Abes, Jackson, & Jones, 
2002; Antonio et al, 2000; Jaeger & Thornton, 2006; O’Meara, 2002; Ward, 
2003) on faculty publicly engaged scholarship. This line of research 
has focused on understanding not only these institutional influ¬ 
ences, but also the disciplinary influences on faculty involvement 
in publicly engaged scholarship. 

From the personal perspective, research has focused on demo¬ 
graphic and sociocultural influences on faculty involvement in 
publicly engaged scholarship, including gender, race, ethnicity, 
age, values/beliefs, motivation, prior experience, and epistemology 
(Abes et al, 2002; Antonio et al, 2000; Baez, 2000; Colbeck & Weaver, 2008; 
Gonzalez & Padilla, 2008; Hammond, 1994; O’Meara, 2002, 2008). 

From the type of faculty engagement perspective, few scholars 
have examined the nature, scope, and characteristics of publicly 
engaged scholarship. Those that have done so have focused on 
levels of engagement (Colbeck & WhartonMichael, 2006), motivations 
for public engagement (Colbeck & Weaver, 2008; O’Meara, 2008), types 
of engaged activities (Schomberg & Farmer, 1994), and the integration 
of engagement with faculty work roles (Colbeck, 2002). 

At the conclusion of their article, Wade and Demb (2009) cited 
the lack of research about publicly engaged scholarship and called 
for new research to explore this area: 

Before inquiring further about the factors that affect fac¬ 
ulty involvement in outreach and engagement, we need 
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to develop a set of precise terms to describe and cap¬ 
ture the community-oriented activities of faculty that 
are closely associated with the core research, teaching, 
and service roles of the professoriate (p. 14). 

The study reported in the present article was a response to Wade 
and Demb’s call for a precise set of terms that describe and cap¬ 
ture faculty publicly engaged scholarship. Through this study, the 
researchers sought to understand faculty publicly engaged scholar¬ 
ship broadly, rather than from a perspective limited to one type of 
publicly engaged scholarship (e.g., service-learning, campus-com¬ 
munity partnerships, community-based research), or informed by 
one particular epistemological stance (e.g., social justice, demo¬ 
cratic engagement; O’Meara, 2008). 

Methodology 

In this study, the researchers conducted a quantitative content 
analysis to systematically code and analyze promotion and tenure 
documents to identify the types of publicly engaged scholarship that 
faculty members reported during promotion and tenure review. 
Quantitative content analysis provided an empirically grounded 
means of examining large quantities of unstructured text to iden¬ 
tify meanings in their context (Krippendorff, 2004). Quantitative 
content analysis methodology facilitated the discovery of broad, 
generalizable patterns in the text (Neuendorf, 2002, p. 15). With no 
standard language to describe publicly engaged scholarship, the 
researchers had to consider the context in which the types of pub¬ 
licly engaged scholarship were reported on the promotion and 
tenure documents. Consequently, the researchers coded the data 
by hand, making sure instances of publicly engaged scholarship 
met the study’s selected definition of publicly engaged scholar¬ 
ship as well as the definitions of specific types of publicly engaged 
scholarship. The researchers used a publicly engaged scholarship 
typology they had developed earlier (Doberneck, Glass, & Schweitzer, 
2009; see Table 1 ). Once the coding was completed, the researchers 
conducted statistical analyses (e.g., frequency distributions, means, 
and chi-square tests) to determine the significance in frequency 
of the reported types of publicly engaged scholarship (Neuendorf, 
2002). 
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Table I.Types and Definitions of Publicly Engaged Scholarship:ATypology 
Developed by Doberneck, Glass, and Schweitzer (2009) 


Publicly Engaged Research and Creative Activities 
Type /.Research — business, industry, commodity group funded. Sponsored research or inquiry sup¬ 
ported through grants or contracts from businesses, industries, trade associations, or commodity 
groups (e.g., agricultural or natural resources groups) that generates new knowledge to address 
practical problems experienced by public or practitioner audiences. 

Type 2. Research — nonprofit, foundation, government funded. Sponsored research or inquiry sup¬ 
ported through grants or contracts from community-based organizations, nonprofit organizations, 
foundations, or government agencies that generates new knowledge to address practical problems 
experienced by public or practitioner audiences. 

Type 3. Research— unfunded or intramurally funded applied research. Community-responsive or 
community-based research or inquiry that is not funded by a community partner but instead is 
pursued by faculty through intramural support or as financially unsupported research or inquiry. 

Type 4. Creative activities. Original creations of literary, fine, performing, or applied arts and other 
expressions or activities of creative disciplines or fields that are made available to or generated in 
collaboration with a public (nonuniversity) audience. 

Publicly Engaged Instruction 

Type 5. Instruction—for credit—nontraditional audiences. Classes and instructional programs that offer 
student academic credit hours and are designed and marketed specifically to serve those who are 
neither traditional campus degree seekers nor campus staff. 

Type 6. Instruction—for credit — curricular, community-engaged learning. Classes and curricular pro¬ 
grams where students learn with, through, and from community partners, in a community context, 
under the guidance and supervision of faculty members. 

Type 7. Instruction — noncredit—classes and programs. Classes and instructional programs marketed 
specifically to those who are neither degree seekers nor campus staff. 

Type 8. Instruction — noncredit—managed learning environments. Scholarly resources designed for 
general public audiences that are often learner-initiated and learner-paced (e.g., museums, galleries, 
libraries, gardens, exhibits, expositions). 

Type 9. Instruction — noncredit—public understanding, events, and media. Scholarly resources designed 
for the general public that are accessible through print, radio, television, or web media. General 
examples include self-paced educational materials and products (e.g., bulletins, pamphlets, encyclo¬ 
pedia entries, educational broadcasting, CD-ROMs, software, textbooks for lay audiences); dissemi¬ 
nation of scholarship through media (e.g., speakers’ bureaus,TV appearances, newspaper inter¬ 
views, radio broadcasts, web pages, and podcasts, if scholarly and readily available to the public); 
and popular writing in newsletters, popular press, or practitioner-oriented publications. 

Publicly Engaged Service 

Type 10. Service—technical assistance, expert testimony, and legal advice. Provision of university-based 
knowledge or other scholarly advice through direct interaction with nonuniversity clients who 
have requested assistance to address an issue or solve a problem. 

Type 11. Service—cocurricular service-learning. Service-learning experiences that are not offered in 
conjunction with a credit-bearing course or academic program and do not include reflection on 
community practice or connections between content and the experience. 

Type 12. Service — patient, clinical, and diagnostic services. Services offered to human and animal 
clients, with care provided by university faculty members or professional or graduate students, 
through hospitals, laboratories, and clinics. 

Type 13. Service—advisory boards and other discipline-related service. Contributions of scholarly 
expertise made by faculty, staff, and students at the request of nonuniversity audiences on an ad 
hoc or ongoing basis. 

Publicly Engaged Commercialized Activities 


Type 14. Commercialized activities. Translation of new knowledge generated by the university to the 
public through the commercialization of discoveries (e.g., technology transfer, licenses, copyrights, 
and some forms of economic development). 
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Data Sources 

The researchers selected promotion and tenure documents 
from a single institution as the primary data source for this study. 
The term promotion and tenure documents refers to Michigan State 
University’s Recommendation for Reappointment, Promotion, or 
Tenure Action (Form D) as well as the personal narratives and cur¬ 
ricula vitae provided by faculty members as part of their dossiers. 
Data from the promotion and tenure documents included faculty 
appointment and assignment information, and narratives about 
instruction, research, service to academic communities, service to 
broader communities, and integrated scholarship ( Glass, Doberneck, 
& Schweitzer, 2009; Michigan State University Human Resources, 2001). 
Additional data from a MSU administrator’s database was used in 
the analysis of demographic information such as gender, race/eth¬ 
nicity, and age at time of review. 

Promotion and tenure documents were selected as credible 
and trustworthy sources of data for a number of reasons. First, 
promotion and tenure documents reflected the lived experience of 
faculty members at the intersection between their unique “courses 
of life” and the particular organi¬ 
zational structures and processes 
they must navigate in academe. 

The completed promotion and 
tenure forms offered important 
perspectives into how faculty 
members have balanced com¬ 
peting responsibilities, generated 
scholarly products, and achieved 
excellence and recognition for 
their contributions (Moore & 

Ward, 2008). The personal narra¬ 
tives and curricula vitae revealed 
rich insights about faculty pur¬ 
suit of meaningful, scholarly 
work, including publicly engaged 
scholarship. 

Second, promotion and 
tenure review is a time when a 
faculty member’s scholarship, 
including publicly engaged scholarship, is scrutinized by peers, 
including department- and college-level reviewers, external 
reviewers, and central administrators. Documents that have under¬ 
gone such review are likely to “tell the truth about the particular 


“The completed 
promotion and 
tenure forms offered 
important 
perspectives into how 
faculty members have 
balanced competing 
responsibilities, 
generated scholarly 
products, and 
achieved excellence 
and recognition for 
their contributions.” 
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events or matter” at hand (Whitt, 2001). Third, because promotion 
and tenure documents, and the corresponding decisions based 
on them, reflect an assessment of the quality and impact of fac¬ 
ulty work, they are suitable data for the analysis of types of fac¬ 
ulty scholarship (Fair-weather, 2002a). Finally, promotion and tenure 
documents are safeguarded by the Office of Academic Human 
Resources and are, therefore, guaranteed to be original, not edited 
after the fact to convey facts in a particular light. 

The data were from faculty members who underwent promo¬ 
tion and tenure review at Michigan State University between 2002 
and 2006. In the 2002-2006 study period, 376 faculty members met 
the eligibility criteria. In this Institutional Review Board-approved 
study, 46% of the eligible faculty members gave informed consent 
to have their promotion and tenure documents included in the 
study. The 173 consenting faculty members were 32% female (n = 
55), 68% male (n =118), 80% White (n = 139), 20% non-White (n = 
34), with the non-White comprising 5% African American (n = 8), 
10% Asian (n = 17), 2% Hispanic (n = 4), and 3% Native American 
(n - 5). Of the 173, 58% were promoted to associate professors (n 
= 101) and 42% were promoted to full professors (n = 72). 

Data Coding 

With a focus on types of publicly engaged scholarship, the 
researchers selected unique “scholarly outreach and engage¬ 
ment activity” as the unit of analysis. The researchers assigned 
a presence code (noted by a “1”) when any of the 14 types of 
publicly engaged scholarship were reported by faculty members in 
the promotion and tenure documents. For example, when a cur¬ 
riculum vita listed policy analysis conducted at the request of a 
state government agency, researchers assigned a “1” for the type 
“Research—nonprofit, foundation, government funded” (Type 2). 
When a faculty members personal narrative described using aca¬ 
demic service-learning pedagogy in a class, researchers assigned a 
“1” for “Instruction—for credit—curricular, community-engaged 
learning” (Type 6). Researchers assigned an absence code (noted 
by a “0”) for the 14 types of publicly engaged scholarship that were 
not mentioned by faculty members anywhere in the promotion and 
tenure dossier, personal narrative, and curriculum vita. These pres¬ 
ence/absence codes, along with demographic information from the 
MSU administrators’ database and appointment information from 
the promotion and tenure cover sheets, were the basis for statistical 
analysis. 



Unpacking Faculty Engagement 15 


To ensure consistency in coding, researchers followed best 
practices for team-based document analysis, including holding 
regular meetings to review codebook definitions and rules, making 
codes explicit, and establishing intercoder agreement early in the 
coding process (MacQueen, McLellan, &Milstein, 1998; Mayring, 2000). 
For each code, the codebook included the full definition, the inclu¬ 
sion and exclusion criteria, and examples of the types of publicly 
engaged scholarship (Boyatzis, 1998). To establish intercoder agree¬ 
ment at the beginning of the study, the researchers independently 
coded text from three preselected promotion and tenure docu¬ 
ments, then met to discuss the assigned codes and resolve coding 
discrepancies. The researchers continued this process until all 
members of the coding team thoroughly understood how to assign 
the presence and absence codes. Throughout the coding process, 
the researchers discussed coding questions at biweekly meetings 
of the research team. When clarifications were agreed upon by the 
entire research team, the codebook was updated. At the end of the 
coding process, the researchers entered the quantitative codes into 
the Statistical Package for Social Sciences 17.0 for data analysis. 

The Findings 

The researchers used descriptive statistics to understand 
the types of publicly engaged scholarship that faculty mem¬ 
bers reported on their promotion and tenure forms. In addition, 
researchers conducted chi-square analysis to understand how types 
of activities varied by demographic, appointment type, and college 
grouping. In this section, we describe the findings from this quan¬ 
titative content analysis. 

What Types of Activities Are Faculty Members 
Involved in as Publicly Engaged Scholarship? 

To answer the research question, the researchers used descrip¬ 
tive statistics, including frequencies, to analyze the types of publicly 
engaged scholarship. Overall, 94% of the faculty members reported 
at least one type of publicly engaged scholarship during promotion 
and tenure. 

Publicly engaged research and creative 
activities. 

About three-fourths (72%) of the faculty members reported 
at least one type of publicly engaged research and creative activity. 
Analysis of engaged research and creative activities indicated the 
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following frequencies: nonprofit, foundation, and government 
funded research (50%); unfunded or intramurally funded applied 
research (40%); business, industry, or commodity group funded 
research (30%); and creative activities (6%). 

Publicly engaged instruction. 

Most (88%) of the faculty members reported at least one type 
of publicly engaged instruction. Analysis of publicly engaged 
instruction indicated the following frequencies: noncredit courses 
and programs (73%); public understanding, events, and media 
(62%); curricular, community-engaged learning (10%); managed 
learning environments (6%); and for-credit courses for nontradi- 
tional audiences (6%). 

Publicly engaged service. 

More than two-thirds (71%) of the faculty members reported 
at least one type of publicly engaged service. Analysis of publicly 
engaged service indicated the following frequencies: technical assis¬ 
tance, expert testimony, and legal advice (56%); advisory boards 
and other discipline-related service (38%); and patient, clinical, 
and diagnostic services (9%). No faculty members reported cocur- 
ricular service-learning on their promotion and tenure documents. 

Publicly engaged commercialized activities. 

A few (15%) of the faculty members reported at least one type 
of commercialized activity, including patents, copyrights, licenses, 
and/or technology transfer. 

How Do the Types of Publicly Engaged 
Scholarship Vary by Demographic and 
Appointment Variables? 

To address this research question, researchers conducted chi- 
square analysis comparing faculty members by demographic (age, 
years at institution, gender, ethnicity) and appointment (rank, 
Extension appointment, joint appointment) variables. Statistically 
significant findings (at p < .05) are summarized in columns two 
and three of Table 2. 
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Table 2. Attending teachers’ performance on pre- and post-content 
assessment 



Demographic and Appointment 
Characteristics 

College Groupings 

Type 

Less Likely 

More Likely 

Less Likely 

More Likely 

Publicly Engaged Research and Creative Activities 

Business, industry, or 
commodity group 
sponsored research 

None 

Extension 

Social & behav¬ 
ioral sciences; 
Arts & humani¬ 
ties; Education 

Agriculture & 
natural resources 

Nonprofit, govern¬ 
ment, or foundation 
sponsored research 

30s 

0-5 years 

50s and 60s 

6-10 years 

Extension appoint¬ 
ments; Joint 
appointments 

Arts & humani¬ 
ties; Physical 
& biological 
sciences 

Agricultural & 
natural resources 

Unfunded or intra- 
murally funded 
applied research 

None 

60s 

Physical & bio¬ 
logical sciences 

Social & behav¬ 
ioral sciences; 
Agriculture & 
natural resources 

Creative activities; 
including perfor¬ 
mances of original 

None 

None 

None 

None 

Publicly Engaged Instruction 

For credit—nontra- 
ditional audiences 

None 

None 

None 

None 

For credit—curric¬ 
ular service learning 
and community 
engagement 

None 

None 

None 

Social & behav¬ 
ioral sciences 

Noncredit—classes 
and programs 

None 

Extension 

appointments 

Social & behav¬ 
ioral sciences 

Agriculture & 
natural resources 

Noncredit—man¬ 
aged learning 
environments 

None 

None 

None 

None 

Publicly Engaged Service 

Patient and clinical 
care services 

None 

None 

Agricultural 
& natural 

resources 

Health & medical 
professions 

Technical assistance, 
expert testimony, 
and legal advice 

None 

Extension 

appointments 

Arts & humani¬ 
ties; Physical 
& biological 
sciences 

Agricultural 
& natural 

resources; 

Health & medical 
professions 

Community ser¬ 
vice, including civic 
engagement activities 
not associated with 
academic credit 

None 

None 

None 

None 

Advisory boards 
and other discipline- 
related service 

30s 

6-10 years 
Associate 
professor 

40s, 50s, and 60s 
11-15 years; 

16+ years 

Full professor 

None 

Health & medical 
professions 

Publicly Engaged Commercial Activities 

Patents, copy¬ 
rights, technology 
transfer, economic 
development 

Associate 

professor 

Full professor 

Agriculture 
& natural 

resources 



All results reported in this table are at a p . ^ 05 level of significance. 
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Age. 

Faculty members were grouped into four categories according 
to age (30s, 40s, 50s, and 60s) for statistical analysis. Faculty mem¬ 
bers in their 30s were less likely than faculty members in the other 
age groups to report advisory boards and other discipline-related 
service (p = .005). Faculty members in their 30s were less likely to 
report nonprofit, government, or foundation sponsored research, 
while faculty members in their 50s or 60s were more likely to report 
it (p = .017). Faculty members in their 60s were more likely to 
report unfunded or intramurally funded applied research than fac¬ 
ulty members in their 30s, 40s, or 50s (p = .027). 

Years at institution. 

Faculty members were grouped into four categories according 
to the number of years they had served at the institution (5 years or 
less, 6-10 years, 11-15 years, and 16 or more years). Faculty mem¬ 
bers who had been employed at the institution for 5 years or less 
were less likely than faculty members in the other year categories to 
report nonprofit, government, and foundation sponsored research 
(p = .016). Faculty members who had been employed at the institu¬ 
tion for 6-10 years were less likely to report advisory boards and 
other discipline-related service (p = .025); however, they were more 
likely to report nonprofit, government, or foundation sponsored 
research (p = .016). Faculty members in the categories employed 
at the institution for 11-15 years and for 16 and more years were 
more likely to report advisory boards and other discipline-related 
service (p = .025). 

Rank. 

Faculty members were promoted either to associate professor 
or to full professor. Associate professors were less likely than full 
professors to report advisory boards and other discipline-related 
service (p = .015) and commercialized activities (p = .000). Full 
professors were more likely than associate professors to report 
advisory boards and other discipline-related service (p = .015) and 
commercialized activities (p = .000). 

Extension appointment. 

Faculty members either had Extension appointments or they 
did not have them. Faculty members with Extension appoint¬ 
ments were more likely than their non-Extension colleagues to 
report business, industry, or community group sponsored research 
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(p = .000); nonprofit, government, or foundation sponsored 
research (p = .000); teaching noncredit courses and programs (p 
= .000); public understanding, events, and media (p - .033); and 
technical assistance, expert testimony, and legal advice (p = .010). 

Joint appointments. 

Faculty members either had a joint departmental appointment 
or a single departmental appointment. Faculty members with joint 
appointments were more likely than their single-department col¬ 
leagues to report nonprofit, government, or foundation sponsored 
research (p = .027). 

Gender. 

Comparisons of male and female faculty members with type 
of publicly engaged scholarship were not found to be statistically 
significant. 

Ethnicity. 

To ensure a large enough number of faculty members to run 
tests of statistical significance, faculty of color were grouped into 
one category (non-White) and Caucasian faculty into another cat¬ 
egory (White). Although this comparison of White and non-White 
is consistent with other analyses of ethnicity and engagement (Abes 
et al, 2002; Antonio, 2002; Antonio et al, 2000), the researchers do not 
believe that all non-White faculty (or all White faculty) members 
approach their involvement in publicly engaged scholarship in the 
same ways. Comparisons of ethnicity with the types of publicly 
engaged scholarship revealed differences, but none were found to 
be statistically significant. 

How Do the Types of Publicly Engaged 
Scholarship Vary by College Grouping? 

To address this research question, a chi-square analysis was 
conducted comparing faculty members within the college group to 
all faculty members not in the college group being analyzed. The 
researchers decided to use college groupings (instead of the insti¬ 
tutions actual colleges) so that the analysis and findings would be 
more relevant and comparable to those from other institutions (and 
less reflective of MSU’s particular institutional history and culture). 
The use of college groupings is a common practice in this kind 
of analysis (Abes et al, 2002; Antonio et al, 2000; Fairweather, 2002b). 
Statistically significant findings (at p < .05) by college grouping 
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are reported below and summarized in columns four and five of 
Table 2. 

Agriculture and natural resources. 

Agriculture and natural resources faculty members were more 
likely than their colleagues to report business, industry, or com¬ 
modity funded research (p = .000); nonprofit, government, or 
foundation funded research (p = .000); unfunded or intramurally 
funded applied research (p = .043); teaching noncredit courses or 
programs ( p = .020); public understanding, events, and media (p 
= .033); and technical assistance and expert testimony (p = .008). 
However, agriculture and natural resources faculty members were 
less likely than faculty members in other colleges to report patient 
and clinical services ( p = .009) or commercialized activities (p = 
.026). 

Arts and humanities (including music). 

Arts and humanities faculty members were less likely than the 
faculty members in other colleges to report business, industry, or 
commodity funded research (p = .000); nonprofit, government, 
or foundation funded research (p = .000); or technical assistance, 
expert testimony, or legal advice (p = .013). 

Business. 

Business faculty members were neither more nor less likely 
than faculty members in other colleges to report different types of 
publicly engaged scholarship. 

Education. 

Education faculty members were no more likely to report dif¬ 
ferent types of publicly engaged scholarship than faculty members 
in other colleges. However, education faculty members were less 
likely than their colleagues to report business, industry, or com¬ 
modity funded research (p = .036). 

Engineering. 

Engineering faculty members were neither more nor less likely 
than faculty members in other colleges to report different types of 
publicly engaged scholarship. 
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Health and medical professions (including 
veterinary medicine). 

Faculty members in the health and medical professions were 
more likely than faculty members in other colleges to report patient 
and clinical services (p = .000); technical assistance or expert testi¬ 
mony (p = .041); and advisory boards or other forms of discipline- 
related service (p = .018). 

Physical and biological sciences. Physical and biological sci¬ 
ences faculty members were more likely than faculty members 
from other colleges to report commercialized activities ( p = .000). 
However, physical and biological sciences faculty were less likely 
than their colleagues to report nonprofit or government funded 
research (p = .001); unfunded or intramurally funded applied 
research ( p = .000); and technical assistance or expert testimony 
(p = .000). 

Social and behavioral sciences. 

Faculty members in the social and behavioral sciences were 
more likely than faculty members in other colleges to report 
unfunded or intramurally funded applied research (p = .014) and 
for-credit community engaged learning (p = .025). However, social 
science faculty members were less likely than their colleagues to 
report business, industry, or commodity group funded research (p 
- .017) and teaching noncredit courses and programs (p = .004). 

Overall, the findings suggest that faculty report some types of 
public engaged scholarship (e.g., public understanding, events, and 
media) more frequently than others (e.g., curricular, community- 
engaged learning). Results also suggest that, according to the ana¬ 
lytical framework used in this study, the types of publicly engaged 
scholarship that faculty members were involved in varied in 
statistically significant ways by age, number of years at the institu¬ 
tion, faculty rank, Extension appointment, joint appointment, and 
college grouping. The following section explores the implications 
of these findings for policy and practice. 

Implications for Policy and Practice 

This study’s findings suggest policy and practice improvements 
for institutional leaders who wish to support faculty involvement 
in publicly engaged scholarship more effectively. The researchers 
conclude that their findings may inform faculty development, 
including support for early-career faculty, the structuring of faculty 



22 Journal of Higher Education Outreach and Engagement 


appointments, and the allocation of resources to support publicly 
engaged scholarship. 

Faculty Development 

The findings may be used by faculty development staff as the 
basis for more effective professional development for community 
engagement. The different types of publicly engaged scholarship 
suggest the need for a multitrack approach to building faculty 

capacity for engagement. Instead 
of the typical “one size fits all” 
approach, faculty development 
staff may tailor their activities 
to reach faculty members who 
are involved in different types 
of publicly engaged scholarship. 
For example, faculty members 
interested in publicly engaged 
instruction would benefit from 
different professional devel¬ 
opment activities than faculty 
members interested in com¬ 
mercialized activities. At larger 
institutions, these faculty devel¬ 
opment activities may, in fact, be 
led by different units such as cen¬ 
ters for teaching and learning, 
service-learning and civic 
engagement centers, offices of 
faculty development, and offices 
focused on intellectual property 
or technology transfer. The tenure system is central to how early- 
career faculty organize their work. Studies of early-career faculty 
have highlighted the importance of formal support from structured 
programs at both the campus and national levels in preparing fac¬ 
ulty for the rigors of the tenure process (Austin & Rice, 1998; Sorcinelli, 
2000). Therefore, institutional leaders committed to strengthening 
faculty engagement would do well to recognize the unique rigors 
of different types of publicly engaged scholarship and what kinds 
of professional development would support early-career faculty 
engaged in them. 

The findings about age and years at the institution suggested 
effective ways of supporting early-career faculty. Faculty members 
who are in their 30s and who have been at the institution less than 


“[I] institutional 
leaders committed to 
strengthening faculty 
engagement would 
do well to recognize 
the unique rigors 
of different types of 
publicly engaged 
scholarship and what 
kinds of professional 
development would 
support early- 
career faculty 
engaged in them.” 
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5 years are less likely to be engaged in nonprofit, government, or 
foundation supported engaged research. These early-career faculty 
members, who are often new to the area and/or the state, would 
benefit from introductions, networking, and mentoring about 
funding opportunities for this type of publicly engaged scholarship. 
Early-career faculty members are also less likely to be involved in 
commercialized activities (possibly related to maturity of their 
research). As junior faculty members begin their careers, under¬ 
standing the opportunities and procedures involved in patents, 
copyrights, licenses, and other commercialized activities may allow 
them to craft their programs of research to accommodate this spe¬ 
cific type of publicly engaged scholarship from the start. 

Faculty Appointment Structure 

The findings revealed important differences in how faculty 
members’ appointments are structured. Faculty members who have 
Extension appointments and joint departmental appointments are 
more likely to report publicly engaged scholarship during promo¬ 
tion and tenure. As department chairs, faculty search committees, 
and deans structure appointments for faculty members, they would 
do well to remember that those with joint or Extension appoint¬ 
ments are more likely to report publicly engaged scholarship. 

Resource Allocation 

Similar to published research about service-learning (Abes 
et al, 2002; Antonio et al, 2000; Hammond, 1994), this study shows 
significant differences in faculty involvement in publicly engaged 
scholarship by college grouping. Faculty members in some college 
groupings (e.g., agriculture and natural resources, the health and 
medical professions) are more likely to report various types of pub¬ 
licly engaged scholarship. At the same time, faculty members in 
other college groupings (e.g., arts and humanities, business) are less 
likely to report publicly engaged scholarship during promotion and 
tenure. Institutional leaders should consider these differences as 
they allocate increasingly scarce institutional resources to encour¬ 
aging and supporting different types of publicly engaged scholar¬ 
ship. Institutional leaders should consider the degree to which they 
invest resources into colleges that already demonstrate high levels 
of publicly engaged scholarship relative to their investments in col¬ 
leges that are less likely to report publicly engaged scholarship. 
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Limitations of the Study and Suggestions for 
Future Research 

This study’s results are limited by the lack of detailed descrip¬ 
tion of the qualities and characteristics of publicly engaged activi¬ 
ties in promotion and tenure documents, the selection of a single 
site for this study, a focus on tenure-line faculty, and insufficient 
data to determine the extent to which committee members valued 
the reported publicly engaged scholarship. Consequently, future 
researchers may wish to expand this line of research in four ways: 
(a) to gain greater insight into distinctions associated with publicly 
engaged scholarship, (b) to explore types of publicly engaged schol¬ 
arship at other (similar or dissimilar) institutions, (c) to under¬ 
stand types of publicly engaged scholarship from the perspective of 
other kinds of faculty members, and (d) to explore the relationship 
between faculty members’ reports of publicly engaged scholarship 
and their success in achieving promotion or tenure. 

First, although quantitative content analysis of institutional 
documents allowed the researchers to discover broad patterns of 
the types of scholarly activities submitted by faculty members in 
promotion and tenure, the source of data limited other kinds of 
questions that could legitimately be answered. For example, it was 
not possible for the researchers to make significant determinations 
about the qualities and characteristics of the faculty members’ pub¬ 
licly engaged scholarship. Most faculty members did not describe 
the processes they used in their publicly engaged scholarship in 
enough detail on their promotion and tenure forms for the research 
team to distinguish between publicly engaged outreach and part¬ 
nerships (Carnegie Foundation, 2009), between publicly engaged 
scholarship conducted in the community and publicly engaged 
scholarship conducted with the community, or between scholar¬ 
ship that is located in the community and scholarship that builds 
community capacity (Saltmarsh, Hartley, & Clayton, 2009). To address 
these limitations, future research based on different source data 
is needed to provide more detailed accounts of the process and 
products of publicly engaged scholarship. 

A second line of future research pertains to understanding 
types of publicly engaged scholarship at dissimilar and similar 
institutions. This study was conducted at a research-intensive, 
land-grant, Carnegie Classified Community Engagement univer¬ 
sity. Consequently, the findings may have been influenced by char¬ 
acteristics particular to this kind of institution. Future researchers 
may wish to examine the types of publicly engaged scholarship 
reported by faculty members at other kinds of institutions of 
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higher education. Similarly, future researchers may also use these 
findings as a starting point for a broader examination of types of 
publicly engaged scholarship at other research-intensive, land- 
grant, Carnegie Classified Community Engagement universities. 
Organizations such as the Committee on Institutional Cooperation 
(CIC), the Association of Public and Land-Grant Universities, or 
the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching may 
view this research as an empirically grounded way to revise existing 
or construct new cross-institutional benchmarking activities. 

A third line of future research pertains to understanding types 
of publicly engaged scholarship from different faculty members’ 
perspectives. With the distinct shift from a tenure system to an 
alternative appointment system, the majority of faculty members 
are no longer employed in full-time, tenured positions (Gappa, 
Austin, & Trice, 2007). Very little is known about the types of publicly 
engaged scholarship that individuals who hold alternative appoint¬ 
ments are involved in. Future studies that focus on non-tenure- 
line faculty would likely enhance understanding of different types 
of publicly engaged scholarship and highlight different patterns 
between tenure-line and non-tenure-line faculty. Future studies 
may seek to understand similarities, differences, and patterns in 
reporting types of publicly engaged scholarship by faculty of color. 
Future research using research designs sensitive enough to study 
differences between racial and ethnic groups is vital, because the 
pool of future faculty is expected to become increasingly diverse 
(Gappa et al, 2007), and limited research on the subject reveals dif¬ 
ferences in motivation and involvement (Antonio, 2002). 

A final line of future research pertains to the relationship 
between types of publicly engaged scholarship reported by fac¬ 
ulty members and their success in promotion and tenure review. 
Because faculty promotion and tenure documents at Michigan State 
University do not include notes about the deliberations made by 
promotion and tenure committee members, it was not possible for 
the researchers to determine the extent to which committee mem¬ 
bers valued the reported publicly engaged scholarship in making 
their promotion and tenure determinations. Nor was it possible 
to draw conclusions about the proportions of reported publicly 
engaged scholarship in relation to other reported scholarship and 
success during promotion and tenure review. Future research based 
on different sources of data, such as surveys or interviews of pro¬ 
motion and tenure faculty members or an experimental design 
using sample promotion and tenure forms, would reveal the rela¬ 
tionships between faculty members’ reports of publicly engaged 
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scholarship and promotion and tenure decisions in ways that were 
not possible given this study’s design and data sources. 

Conclusion 

This study found that at one large, public, land-grant univer¬ 
sity, the types of activities faculty members reported as publicly 
engaged scholarship include a wide range of community-oriented, 
scholarly activities. At Michigan State University from 2002 to 
2006, over 70% of the faculty members reported scholarly activi¬ 
ties on their promotion and tenure forms in each of three areas: 
publicly engaged research and creative activities, publicly engaged 
instruction, and publicly engaged service. Exactly which types of 
publicly engaged scholarship faculty members were involved in 
varied in statistically significant ways by personal characteristics 
(e.g., age, gender, ethnicity) and professional characteristics (e.g., 
rank, appointment, and college grouping). This study contributes 
to theory development by examining publicly engaged scholarship 
by type of activity reported in promotion and tenure documents. 
Specifically, this study’s results confirm that the types of publicly 
engaged scholarship vary significantly by personal and professional 
characteristics. This study also contributes to practice by suggesting 
that institutions striving to support community engagement should 
not simply take a “one size fits all” approach to faculty development 
and should consider appropriate resource allocations to support 
different types of publicly engaged scholarship. 
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